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This is a supplemental response further to the response to office communication 
filed on May 11, 2006 which was filed in response to the Examiner's Office 
Communication dated April 20, 2006. 

Remarks/Arguments begin on page 2 of the paper. 

It is not believed that extensions of time or fees for net addition of claims are 
required beyond those that may otherwise be provided for in documents accompanying 
this paper. However, if additional extensions of time are necessary to prevent 
abandonment of this application, then such extensions of time are hereby petitioned for 
under 37 C.F.R. § 1,1 36(a), and any fees required therefore (including fees for net 
addition of claims) are hereby authorized to be charged to our Deposit Account No. 
033975 {Ref. No. 038100-0313722). 



Sir: 



400400834V I 



1 



Attorney Docket No. 038100-0313722 
Application Serial No. 09/461,336 



REMARKS 



The following remarks are submitted to supplement the Applicants Response to 
Communication ("Communication") filed on May 11, 2006. The Examiner is seeking 
clarification for the term "distinct" as used in Applicant's Response to Restriction 
Requirement submitted January 30, 2006 ("Response"), in which Applicant argued that 
the groups are "not distinct" (See Response at pg. 24). The term "distinct" was used in 
the context of its meaning in MPEP §802.01 in the context of restriction requirements. It 
was not used to mean anything more than that. 

To further clarify, each group (I, II and III) as a whole may not be "distinct" over 
each other (within the meaning of MPEP §802.01), however, individual claims within a 
group may be separately patentable over each other for prior art purposes. To the extent 
the prior Response could be construed otherwise, this clarifies what Applicant intended. 

Therefore, in further view of these additional clarifications the restriction 
requirement should be removed. 

If, for any reason, a personal communication will expedite prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the number provided. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Date: June 5, 2006 




Anita Choudhary 
Reg. No. 56,520 



PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW 

PITTMAN LLP 

P.O. Box 10500 

McLean, Virginia 22102 

Tel.: (703)770-7900 

Fax: (703)905-2500 
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